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agreement was reached, or any other comments: 

Examiner initially contacted Applicant's representative as per 4/13/05 to discuss amendments to claim 1 in an effort to 
distinguish Applicant's claimed invention from prior art of record. Specifically, Examiner proposed incorporating claim 4 
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prior art of record and the application, it had been determined that the claims are not patentably distinct from the prior 
art of record. Examiner further indicated that a non-final rejection would be mailed to the Applicant shortly. 
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